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Abstract 
Mentors’ feedback can assist preservice teachers’ development; yet feedback 
tends to be variable from one mentor to the next. What do mentors observe for 
providing feedback? In this study, 24 mentors observed a final-year preservice 
teacher through a professionally video-recorded lesson and provided written notes 
for feedback. They observed the lesson for a second time and focused their 
feedback on the preservice teacher’s questioning only. Findings showed that the 
mentors’ written feedback varied considerably when open-ended observations 
occurred. However, there were fewer items when they focused on one teaching 
practice (i.e., questioning), which also provided a deeper analysis of this specific 
practice. Research is required around the dimensions of observations (i.e., visual, 
auditory, and conceptual), observations of specific practices, and methodological 
approaches for observing and collecting data about a preservice teacher’s practice.  
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Introduction 
As indicated in previous studies around mentors providing feedback on mentees’ teaching, 
mentors’ feedback varies considerably. Indeed, there can be a myriad of foci when mentors 
observe their mentees in practice. Part of the problem may be that mentors have too much to 
consider during lesson observations, thus having a more specific focus on a teaching practice 
may offer greater consistency between mentors’ observations. This study investigates 24 
mentors’ written observations of one mentee’s Year 8 lesson with the purpose to identify what 
mentors observe and record as pertinent towards providing feedback. The mentors were then 
asked to focus on the mentee’s questioning. This study attempts to understand how mentors’ 
written records from observations can vary between open observations and a specific focus for 
providing feedback.  
 
Literature review 
Preservice teachers (mentees) need guidance from teacher mentors within professional school 
experiences. Positive mentor-mentee partnerships are built upon respect and trust with the 
mentor being supportive, sharing practices and resources, and facilitating collaborative problem 
solving (Hudson, 2013a). The respect and trust allows the mentor to provide open and 
diplomatically-honest feedback to the mentee who trusts the mentor’s professional and 
contextual knowledge, and respects the mentor’s rationale and intentions that underpin the 
feedback (i.e., for advancing the preservice teacher’s pedagogical practices). Feedback is 
intended for the mentee to reflect upon practices for future improvements (e.g., Schön, 1987; 
Harrison, Lawson, & Wortley, 2005). Research (Sempowicz & Hudson, 2011) has shown that 
mentor’s oral feedback can facilitate the mentee’s reflective practices to enhance teaching. 
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Despite mentors claiming that their mentoring practices are variable (Hudson, 2010), their advice 
can have an effect on the mentee. Nevertheless, it is this variability that can present valuable 
viewpoints (Tillema, 2009), which appears to be a reason for establishing a community of 
mentors when providing feedback to mentees (Kimball, 2002; Lock, Soares, & Foster, 2009). 
 
There is a power differential between mentors and preservice teachers where the mentor has 
considerable power in providing feedback that leads to evaluations towards successful (or 
unsuccessful) completions of practicum experiences (Anderson, 2007). Mentors have an impact 
on their mentees’ development by providing feedback, which can be positive or negative 
depending on the quality of the experiences. Bradbury and Koballa (2008) conclude from their 
qualitative study that mentees view their mentors as experts but the differences in feedback from 
mentors can be a mismatch in their expectations. One empirical study (Valencia, Martin, Place, 
& Grossman, 2009) illustrates the provision of sparse feedback on preservice teachers’ practices, 
which are noted as “lost opportunities for student teachers to learn to teach” (p. 304). Another 
study (Soares & Lock, 2007) demonstrates the differences in feedback provided by mentors, with 
classroom management as a stronger focus than content knowledge or references to the lesson 
objectives. Some mentors can struggle to give critical feedback to a preservice teacher 
(Bullough, 2005). Feedback from mentors, as assessors, may affect a preservice teacher’s 
decision to change or develop a practice. However, it can be challenging for preservice teachers 
to make decisions about what feedback to accept and how to act on the feedback (Shute, 2008). 
Indeed, some advice from mentors may be considered by preservice teachers as unhelpful 
(Hobson, 2002). It can become confusing for preservice teachers when multiple perspectives are 
provided on a preservice teacher’s practice (Tillema & Smith, 2009), particularly when in open-
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observation mode. Tillema (2009) shows disagreement between mentors when deciding on an 
observational focus and procedures. Tillema and Smith suggest mentors decide on a focus for 
appraisal with alignment of criteria, which may provide more consistency in the feedback; thus 
reducing confusion in preservice teachers receiving multiple perspectives.  
 
A mentor can observe any aspect of teaching such as planning, preparation, classroom 
management, teaching strategies, questioning techniques, and assessment strategies. The mentor 
can also focus observations on the mentee’s affective domain or the level of student engagement 
as an indicator of effective teaching (Tauber & Mester, 2006). Any number of teaching strategies 
can be observed that may indicate a teaching link to student achievement. For example, 
presenting learning intentions to orientate students’ inquiries (Seidel & Prenzel, 2004) can be 
within the scope of the mentor’s observations. Questioning, for instance, can be used to elicit 
higher-order thinking that extends beyond the recall of information towards a cognitive analysis, 
synthesis and/or evaluation of information (Barden, 1995). What the mentor observes will be 
crucial to the feedback articulated to the mentee, as this is intended to promote pedagogical 
development (Timperley, 2001); consequently it is important to understand what the mentor 
observes and the similarities and differences between mentor observations. The research question 
was: What do mentors observe for providing feedback?  
 
Data collection methods and analysis 
This study analyses 24 mentors’ written observations after watching a video-recorded lesson of a 
final-year preservice teacher (mentee). In a second scenario, it also analyses the same 24 
mentors’ written observations after focusing specifically on the mentee’s questioning of the same 
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final-year preservice teacher. In the first scenario, mentors were provided with no guidance on 
how or what to write in their feedback to capture the range of written responses. However, in the 
second scenario the mentors were asked to focus specifically on the mentee’s questioning for 
their written observations. Sachdeva (1996) explains that “effective questioning includes 
establishing an appropriate environment, creating a climate conducive to learning, using an 
appropriate mix of questions, phrasing questions accurately, interposing sufficient wait time, and 
using various probes in response to the answers given by students” (p. 17).  
 
There had been over ten Mentoring for Effective Teaching (MET) professional development 
programs (see http://tedd.net.au/mentoring-for-effective-teaching/) held during the year. These 
mentors (19 females and 5 males) were randomly selected as one group of participants in the 
MET program. The participants were fully-employed, experienced teachers with five or more 
years in the classroom and all had mentored at least one preservice teacher during their careers. 
There were 11 schools represented in this cohort, for instance, one school had three teachers 
represented and another school had two teachers involved in the program. Research ethics 
approval was gained from the university ethics committee, education departments (private and 
public), and school principals before finally receiving consent from the participants. The MET 
program aims to build mentor knowledge and skills by interacting within simulated scenarios.  
 
The mentors’ written records were analysed for commonalities (Creswell, 2012), and 
systematically recorded in tables to identify positive feedback and constructive criticism (see 
also Feiman-Nemser, Parker, & Zeichner, 1993). When mentoring, a mentor’s notes provide data 
on a preservice teacher’s practices and acts as a “permanent record” for conducting a mentor-
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mentee conversation, unlike verbal feedback without notes where information may be forgotten 
(Bunton, Stimpson, & Lopez-Real, 2002, p. 233). Mentors’ written responses were collated into 
themes where possible; however single responses were also reported in this study, as these 
outliers were considered within the peripheral of mentors’ observations.  
 
Excel was used to calculate the average number of mentor observations within the two categories 
of positive feedback and constructive criticism. Examples of mentors’ written feedback aimed to 
provide evidence on open-ended (general) observations. In addition, comparisons were made 
between mentors’ open-ended observations with a second set of data that focused on observing 
the mentee’s questioning. Ethical approval for the study was gained from the university and 
consent was obtained from participating mentor teachers, which also included consent from 
principals and associated departments of education.  
 
Context of mentee’s lesson for mentors’ observations and subsequent feedback 
The context for the mentee’s lesson assumed an environment conducive for learning (see 
Sachdeva, 1996). To illustrate, an Earth science lesson at a private high school was facilitated by 
a final-year preservice teacher undertaking his final four-week practicum. He was teaching a 
Year 8 class on the topic of “rocks”, which was video-recorded professionally by a private media 
company (including sound engineer, camera man, and producer). He had prepared his lesson 
without consultation with the video company or researchers, as this lesson was considered part of 
his usual teaching program. The preservice teacher taught this lesson to two other Year 8 classes 
previously and will teach this lesson a total of five times during the week. The lesson was 
conducted over 2 x 45 minute periods, which was then edited onto a DVD with a total of 5 
minutes and 50 seconds for the purposes of analysing key aspects of the mentee’s lesson. That is, 
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the introduction, body and conclusion of the lesson remained relatively sequential and allowed 
sufficient exposure for viewers to analyse teaching practices during these sections.  
 
The DVD of his Year 8 science lesson was presented to a group of experienced mentor teachers 
(n=24). Within one large room, each mentor was asked to view the lesson and write about their 
open-ended observations and also provide notes about the mentee’s questioning of students, as if 
being the preservice teacher’s mentor observing his practices. At the conclusion of the video, the 
mentor teachers were given three minutes to finalise their feedback after both the open-ended 
observations and observations of questioning (considered somewhat representative of a real-
world situation before they would normally enter into discussion with the mentee after the class 
has been dismissed).  
 
Results and discussion 
Mentors’ recorded observations with both positive and constructive criticisms clustered around 
three broad dimensions, namely: (1) visual, (2) auditory, and (3) conceptual. For instance, 
positive feedback from mentors included distinct visual observations, such as teacher movement, 
preparation, Information Communication Technology (ICT) visuals, and the use of a whiteboard, 
while auditory signs involved aspects such as questioning students, use of students’ names, 
providing clear instructions and brainstorming prior knowledge (see Figure 1). There were 
interconnections between visual and auditory clues (e.g., hands-on activity, time management) 
with observations that extended beyond visual and auditory cues to incorporate conceptual or 
abstract considerations such as the mentee using an inquiry approach and the structure of the 
lesson. There were also aspects that incorporated all three broad dimensions (e.g., content 
knowledge, enthusiasm and aims/goals; Figure 1).  
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Figure 1. Examples of the mentee’s open feedback within the three observational dimensions 
 
Mentors’ general observations of mentee’s lesson 
Mentors had a total of 23 different items considered positive and 18 items as constructive 
criticisms, while the number of constructive criticisms was around one third of the total positive 
comments, with a total of 146 positive comments (Table 1) and a total of 52 constructive 
criticisms (Table 2) from the 24 mentors. It may be the case that the mentee provided an 
effective lesson overall and it was easier for mentors to observe the positives than the negatives. 
It may be because these mentors focused on positives more so than negatives as a reporting back 
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strategy to the mentee (for confidence building – see Hudson, 2010). Although there was 
agreement from half the mentors (n=12) that the mentee’s instructions were too complex, the 
next level of agreement was significantly lower (i.e., 5 mentors observed the pace of the lesson 
was too fast; Table 2). Indeed, the pace of the lesson was also aligned with the complex 
instructions and the way the mentee attempted to go through the rest of the instructions quickly 
for students to engage in the hands-on activity. Similarly, providing instructions before students 
moved to the activities were also part of the complex instructions and pace of the lesson.   
 
All mentors’ responses were presented in this study, including single observations (i.e., outliers). 
The mentors (n=24) had between three to ten written observations from the lesson that focused 
on positive feedback (mean score=5.96; Table 1). Fifteen mentors recorded teacher movement as 
positive, as indicated by M6’s comment: “I liked how you moved around the classroom instead 
of staying in one spot at the front”. In addition, M6 along with seven other mentors claimed the 
mentee’s revision of a previous lesson was a positive practice: “It was great to see you revisit the 
previous lesson and explain the goals for this lesson” (M6). M17 outlined that “there was clear 
reflection to the last lesson”. Without having a specific focus on questioning as a directive from 
the researcher, the mentee’s questions were considered positive by 12 mentors, particularly the 
use of open and closed questioning techniques and cueing their responses. There were 11 
mentors who observed the mentee’s preparation for the lesson (e.g., “great preparation and 
activities”, M18). There were also 11 mentors who responded positively to the mentor’s group 
work such as “travelling around groups and checking for students’ understanding” (M8, Table 
1).  
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INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 
 
There were other positive practices observed by these mentors including time management when 
“advised students with expectations of working within a time limit” (M1) and the mentee’s 
behaviour management, to illustrate: “Behaviour management – didn’t stop whole class and 
instead just used eye contact and said ‘girls’ in a quiet quick voice” (M1) and “Good transition 
and management of students – ‘when I tell you’” (M19). Behaviour management was seen, heard 
and conceptualised by these mentors with understandings about continuing the flow of a lesson 
by using subtle management techniques (eye contact and quiet voice) and orchestrating student 
movement purposefully within the classroom. Other positive practices noted by the mentors 
involved the use of ICT (e.g., “good use of pictures and ICT to engage your learners”, M21), 
brainstorming prior knowledge, using a hands-on activity, having a clear teaching voice, and a 
range of singular comments from mentors (e.g., paraphrasing students’ responses, demonstrating 
enthusiasm for teaching, and checking for understanding; Table 1). Table 1 has grey shaded 
boxes, which was the mentor’s indication of the mentee’s strongest area. Half the mentors 
outlined two areas of significant strength (e.g., M5, M8, M10).   
 
Constructive criticisms 
Surprisingly, mentors’ constructive criticisms were mainly based around the auditory dimension 
(e.g., complex instructions, voice tone/volume, paraphrasing, vocabulary scaffolding, and 
language usage). The preservice teacher’s voice was a focus not only on what he said but also the 
use of his voice “voice tone to maintain student interest could be improved” (M9) while M10 
wrote, “speaking too loudly – you’re going to harm your voice! and they kids thinking you’re 
trying too hard” (exclamation in original). No mentor recorded more than four constructive 
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criticisms, while eight mentors had one critical comment only. There were five constructive 
criticisms that did not align with anyone else’s comments (i.e., questioning, discussion time, 
assessment, whiteboard work, language usage, Table 2). As the most frequent response, half the 
mentors agreed that the mentee’s instructions were complex, for instance, “There was too much 
information without recapping on directions for the tasks” (M7). The next most agreed upon 
critical feedback was based on the mentee’s pace of the lesson, in which five mentors’ recorded 
agreement. Their comments were based on the mentee’s speed of talking and the need to give 
more discussion time. Four mentors observed the mentee provide instructions while students 
moved to the hands-on activities with another four claiming the mentee needed to check for 
understanding (Table 2). There were also auditory and conceptual observations such as checking 
for understanding, “You needed to ask clarifying questions to confirm understanding of tasks eg. 
What are you going to do first? What do you need to do after?” (M24).  
 
INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
 
There appeared to be contradictory observations such as 9 mentors claiming the mentee’s 
instructions were clear while 12 stated the instructions were too complex. Four mentors (M7, 
M8, M13, M22) claimed the instructions were both clear (as a positive) and complex (as a 
constructive criticism).  Such contradictions in observations may create confusion if presented to 
the mentee (e.g., see Tillema & Smith, 2009). There were other contradictions including 12 
mentors stating the mentee’s lesson aims were clear while 3 claimed this as a criticism. As a 
visual dimension, more than half the mentors (n=15) highlighted teacher movement as a positive 
aspect while two mentors recorded this observation as a disconcerting pacing around the room. 
12 
 
As an auditory dimension, conflicting information provided by these mentors can be noted in 
how three mentors (M1, M6, M22) claimed the mentee’s voice was a positive aspect of the 
teaching while two mentors (M9, M10) highlighted this as an area requiring improvement. In 
addition, contrasting observations were made when the mentee paraphrased students’ responses 
and his use of the whiteboard (Tables 1 & 2). These contradictions would need to be explained 
through interviews with participants in other follow-up studies but one possible explanation 
could be based around each mentor’s own personal teaching philosophy, which may determine 
what they focus on.  
 
When observations were without researcher direction (i.e., open ended, general observations), 
there were distinctions between mentors’ observational focuses. For instance, 12 mentors 
provided positive comments about the mentee’s questioning and only one mentor (M21) 
indicated the mentee’s questioning as a constructive criticism. Although it could be argued that 
the mentors’ observations aimed at advancing the preservice teacher’s practices to ultimately 
enhance student learning, there was only one mentor (M8) who focused explicitly on student 
learning by asking a question: “How will you collate student learning at the end of the lesson?” 
Indeed, other mentors used questioning to help them understand the mentee’s thinking. For 
example, M3 asked, “Did students know the vocabulary or was this an introduction to new 
vocabulary?” Some mentors recorded questions to help the mentee think about alternative 
practices such as M6’s question about the mentee’s complex instructions, “How could you have 
explained the task differently?” 
 
Mentor observations on the mentee’s questioning 
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Immediately after mentors recorded feedback about the mentee’s lesson, the researcher asked 
them to observe the video once more and focus on the mentee’s questioning only for providing 
feedback. Questioning is considered a key teaching technique to elicit student responses that may 
indicate their conceptual understandings (Dillon, 1988). In this current study, findings revealed 
that open and closed questions were considered a positive aspect of the mentee’s questioning. To 
illustrate, there were 13 mentors who wrote positively about open-ended questions, 11 outlining 
closed questions, and 8 who wrote about both open and closed questions (Table 3). M7 observed 
that the mentee was “trying to get deeper levels of questioning”, while M18 specifically recorded 
the number of how, what and why questions he had asked. Similarly, M21 wrote “I liked the way 
you extended a student with your questions that focused on the uses of rock properties”. M21 
also claimed there were “lots of closed questions”. The use of open questions attempts to extend 
the students’ responses towards higher cognitive levels while closed questions tends to have 
students repeat information (Lee & Kinzie, 2012). Reasons for asking questions can include: 
understanding students’ thought, checking for understanding, gaining attention, revision and 
classroom management (Dohrenwend, 1965), however, the mentors in this study did not indicate 
or assume the reasons behind the mentee’s asking of open and closed questions.  
 
One third of the mentors commented positively about the mentee’s questioning during the 
brainstorming session and another third praised the mentee for clarifying his questions, that is, 
where questions were re-phrased and re-directed to ensure student understanding of what was 
being asked. Re-phrasing and re-directing questions appears as an effective teaching technique in 
other studies (e.g., Kaplan, Mongillog, & Feola, 2012), thus mentors’ analysing these aspects 
seem valid. Brainstorming with the class was referred to as a “buzz session with questions that 
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were non judgemental” (M4) while M5 observed that the mentee needed to use “clarifying 
questions and questions to justify students’ responses”. A quarter of the mentors responded 
positively to the mentee’s way of having students create their own questions, as part of an 
inquiry approach to learning (e.g., see Weimer, 2013). For instance, M8 observed the mentee 
“asking students to formulate their own questions to use as a basis for the following lessons” and 
M9 wrote “great to ask students what questions they would like to research and frame their 
learning around the students’ questions”. In a review of intervention studies (Rosenshine, 
Meister, & Chapman, 1996), using an inquiry approach where students generate their own 
questions can aid in clarifying their understandings on the topic.  
 
The mentors commented on the types of questions the mentee asked during group work, to 
illustrate: “inferential questioning during the group session made students think” (M9) while M1 
outlined the types of questions that were used during the small group work (e.g., “why would it 
[the rock] be used as a foot scrub? What are its properties?”). Inferential questioning is intended 
to promote critical thinking for achieving higher cognitive functions in students (Wood & 
Anderson, 2001). Questions were analysed by these mentors in terms of how they were 
structured (clarity of questioning), which has been long recognised as essential for effective 
teaching (e.g., Gall, 1970). Single comments were around the mentee’s previous knowledge of 
the responses and the use of questioning for developing metalanguage (Table 3). Although four 
mentors provided five positive comments about mentoring, the average number of positive 
comments was 2.6 with two mentors (M11, M16) providing no positive comment about the 
mentee’s questioning, which highlights the discrepancies between mentor observations on this 
particular teaching strategy.  
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Constructive criticisms were forthcoming from mentors when focused on the mentee’s 
questioning only. As many mentors noticed one-word response answers, there were 10 who 
suggested the mentee extends questions to elicit deeper responses (Table 4). Indeed, M3 claimed 
that the mentee accepted the simplest answer without exploring other student responses. Yet 
some responses required one correct answer only. There were two mentors (M3, M13) who 
wrote the mentee took the first hand up and did not allow others opportunities to think through 
the question, which also leads towards seven mentors observing the mentee provided little “wait 
time”. Wait time of more than three seconds can facilitate higher cognitive achievements in 
students (Rowe, 1986; Tobin, 1987). M3 had the highest number of constructive criticisms about 
questioning (n=4) with two mentors (M15, M20) having three criticisms and the rest had one or 
two criticisms. Indeed, there were four mentors who had no criticisms (Table 4).  
 
It was expected that mentors would record more feedback when observing the mentee in general 
teaching practices compared with focusing on the mentee’s questioning only. General feedback 
had a total of 146 positive comments across 23 items and 52 constructive criticisms across 18 
items while the focus on questioning produced 64 positive comments (10 items) and 31 
criticisms (9 items). The frequency differences between positive feedback and constructive 
criticisms may indicate that mentors struggle to give critical feedback to a preservice teacher 
(Bullough, 2005); however it may also indicate that mentors attempt to provide more positive 
feedback to bolster a preservice teacher’s confidence and less critical feedback so as not to 
overwhelm the preservice teacher. In addition, the number of observational items at least halved 
in moving from general to more specific observations, which means the focus was narrower 
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when mentors concentrated on the mentee’s questioning. The number of items was more 
containable when presenting feedback to the mentee. During the general feedback, questioning 
was mentioned by 12 mentors as a positive response but only 1 mentor (M21) mentioned it as a 
criticism, yet a focus on questioning produced 64 positives and 31 criticisms. This indicated that 
a specific focus can bring more depth to the mentors’ feedback.  
 
When mentors were focused on questioning only, there were 20 mentors who provided at least 
one constructive criticism. Indeed, M3, M15, and M20, who provided no criticism about the 
mentee’s questioning during general feedback, observed three to four constructive criticisms 
when focused on questioning alone. Similarly, there were 12 mentors who did not provide a 
positive comment about questioning during general teaching observations, yet when focused on 
questioning only they produced a total of 26 positive responses. A more focused observation task 
allowed mentors to hone in on specific skills with an analysis on what they considered to be 
positive practices and practices requiring further improvement. It seemed clear that most mentors 
wanted the mentee to ask extension questions towards producing more elaborate student 
responses. Mentors articulated questioning skills, such as using “wait time” (Rowe, 1986; Tobin, 
1987), varying questions, extending the spread of questions across students, and not expecting 
one correct response, which aimed at assisting the mentee to develop these specific skills further.  
 
Overall, the breadth and depth of feedback on questioning increased significantly when focused 
on questioning alone compared with the open-ended observations where feedback on questioning 
was far less (Tables 1-4). That is, all mentors provided at least one positive response when 
focused on questioning and all but three mentors wrote at least one constructive criticism with 
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this specific focus. As constructive criticisms on questioning increased with a focus on 
questioning, such information provided to a mentee may assist the mentee to build questioning 
skills; whereas there was only one constructive criticism about questioning when in open-
observation mode, which may limit the potential to advance a preservice teacher’s questioning 
skills. This infers that feedback can be more purposeful when mentors are provided with a direct 
focus for observation. For instance, selecting one of the pedagogical knowledge practices, such 
as teaching strategies, classroom management or assessment (Hudson, 2013b), can give mentors 
clear direction towards providing broader and deeper feedback on the one focus area. Other 
studies may reveal how such feedback can be delivered to the preservice teacher and how the 
feedback can translate into preservice teacher practices.  
 
As a limitation to this study, mentors were not asked about their reasons for writing a particular 
observation, which would have provided an opportunity to analyse their philosophical 
viewpoints, nor were mentors’ levels of mentoring experiences aligned with the quality of 
feedback. Studies also need to explain what feedback is considered helpful to preservice teachers 
(e.g., Hobson, 2002) and why preservice teachers decide to accept or reject the mentor’s 
feedback and how they act upon such feedback (Shute, 2008). 
 
There can be little doubt that as mentors’ observations leading to feedback will be variable, 
enlisting colleagues to provide further opinions can help to deliver a more holistic view of the 
mentee’s practices (see also Tillema, 2009). Although there was more consistency when mentors 
focused on questioning only, there were considerable variations in their responses within this 
focus area. Nevertheless, these variations can provide broader and deeper concepts for the 
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mentee to consider when focused on developing questioning skills. The mentors in this study 
presented individual perspectives on what may be considered important for learning how to 
teach. These viewpoints will be based on personal experiences, which vary from one mentor to 
the next. Indeed, these observations were subjective and contain bias, requiring additional 
validation. Hence, it would be advisable for mentors to authenticate their opinions with other 
mentors to check for bias (e.g., Kimball, 2002; Lock et al., 2009). This study has implications for 
the recruitment of mentors who have undertaken mentoring training that allows them to analyse 
how to observe and provide feedback to mentees. Professional development programs for 
advancing mentoring skills, such as the Mentoring for Effective Teaching (MET) program 
mentioned previously, can assist towards increasing the quality and the quantity of mentors 
required for capacity building within education systems (see also Iancu-Haddad & Oplatka, 
2009).  
 
Conclusion  
This study showed that mentors’ written observations for feedback were variable from both the 
open-ended observations and on the specific teaching practice of questioning. However, the 
single observational focus on questioning produced broader mentor responses on this 
pedagogical knowledge practice and allowed for a deeper analysis of this practice. A further 
study can search the literature to uncover essential elements of questioning and map these against 
mentor observations of this teaching practice.  
 
Mentors need to be supported through professional development programs that provide them 
with observational skills. For instance, uncovering items within the three dimensions for 
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observation (visual, auditory, and conceptual) can be embedded in mentoring programs to 
advance mentors’ decisions about how and what to observe. Research is required on 
understanding methodological approaches for observing teaching practices (see also Harrison et 
al., 2005) along with observational tools that can support mentors in their observations, which 
subsequently translate into feedback for enhancing the mentee’s practices. Research can 
determine if observational tools assist to facilitate greater consistency between mentors’ 
opinions, particularly if such tools embed desirable teaching practices that help to guide 
observation. Indeed, the findings have implications related to the selection and training of 
mentors to ensure mentors have the knowledge and skills for observing teaching practices with 
the aim of providing focused feedback. 
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Table 1: Mentors’ (n=24) positive feedback on the mentee’s lesson 
Positive Feedback ∑ 1* 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Teacher movement  15                         
Aims/goals 12                         
Questioning 12                         
Preparation 11                         
Monitoring groups 11                         
Time management 10                         
Students’ names 10                         
Clear instructions 9                         
Behaviour management 9                         
Previous lesson revision 8                         
ICT (visuals) 7                         
Prior knowledge 5                         
Hands-on activity 5                         
Praising students 5                         
Inquiry approach 4                         
Lesson structure 3                         
Clear voice 3                         
Paraphrasing 2                         
Content knowledge 1                         
Literacy text  1                         
Use of whiteboard 1                         
Enthusiasm  1                         
Checking for understanding 1                         
∑ per mentor  10 3 7 7 7 6 9 9 7 5 6 4 8 4 7 3 4 5 5 4 4 8 5 7 
* Mentor. Grey shaded area signifies the mentee’s strongest area as determined by that mentor’s observation. 
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Table 2: Mentors’ (n=24) constructive criticisms about the mentee’s lesson 
Critical feedback ∑ 1* 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Complex instructions 12                         
Tempo of lesson (rushed) 5                         
Instructions before moving 4                         
Checking for understanding 4                         
More student input 4                         
Unclear aims/goals 3                         
More “wait time” 3                         
Teacher movement 2                         
Lesson structure 2                         
Voice tone/volume 2                         
Called student “mate” 2                         
Paraphrasing 2                         
Vocabulary scaffolding 2                         
Questioning 1                         
Discussion time 1                         
Assessment 1                         
Whiteboard work 1                         
Language usage (e.g., 
gonna) 
1                         
∑ per mentor  1 1 2 1 3 1 2 4 4 2 4 1 3 1 2 2 1 4 2 1 2 4 2 2 
* Mentor 
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Table 3: Mentors’ (n=24) positive feedback on the mentee’s questioning 
Positive Feedback ∑ 1* 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Open ended 13                         
Closed  11                         
Brainstorming 8                         
Clarification  8                         
Students create questions 6                         
Group work  6                         
Paraphrasing  5                         
Well structured  5                         
Knew responses 1                         
To develop metalanguage 1                         
∑ per mentor  5 1 3 4 4 3 4 3 5 3 0 2 1 1 5 0 3 2 3 1 2 2 2 5 
* Mentor. 
 
Table 4: Mentors’ (n=24) constructive criticisms about the mentee’s questioning 
Critical feedback ∑ 1* 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Needs to extend questions 10                         
Wait time needed 7                         
Expects one correct answer 4                         
Clarify jobs with questions 3                         
Took first hand up 2                         
Too many “what” questions 2                         
Paraphrased responses 1                         
Checking for understanding 1                         
Language “reckon” 1                         
∑ per mentor  1 1 4 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 2 0 3 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 
* Mentor 
 
 
 
